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U.S. Exports Arms to the World
ANNA RICH
the end of the millennium aproaches, the United States is do
g well, globally speaking- acting
as economic exemplar, rich old uncle, and
global policeman. Increasingly, the U.S. has
added another leadership role: generous and
enthusiastic arms merchant to the world.
Since the demise of the Soviet Union,
the United States has dominated the global arms market. During 1994-1996, the
United States exported $67.3 billion dollars worth of armaments: 55% of global
arms exports, quadruple the share of its
closest competitor. 1 With one year left to
go, the U.S. has already sold tens of bil-
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lions of dollars more weapons during the
1990s then throughout the entire 1980s. 2
The result of these exports is weapons
globalization- like McDonalds and CocaCola, American arms and military training have found their way to virtually every country on earth. Of the 24 countries
which experienced at least one major
armed conflict in 1997, 3 the United States
sold arms or provided military training to ·
21 of them at some point during the 1990s.
In exceptions such as Iran and Afghanistan, plenty of U.S. hardware no doubt remains from previous decades.
Market Trends
But the omnipresence of U.S. weaponry
hasn't come easily. The global arms trade
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has shrunk since the 1980s, due to the end
of the cold war and economic turmoil.
Governments have been buying less weaponry, resulting in excess arms industry capacity. Inventory cuts have also left many
countries with large holdings of surplus
weaponry; between 1990-95, for instance,
the United States exported an estimated $7
billion of surplus arms for free or deeply
discounted.
Regional economic instability has further tightened the market for U.S. arms. In
East Asia, many U.S. customers are feeling the pinch and cutting back on weapons imports. Most Latin American countries, only recently allowed to buy U.S. advanced weapons, have wisely decided that
continued on page two
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weapons systems are not a top priority right
now (though U.S. arms gifts are another
matter). Europe and the Middle East, the
main buyers of big-ticket items, absorbed
nearly two thirds of the total dollar value
ofU.S. arms exports between 1994-96.
Yet despite these constraints, the United
States has dramatically increased its market share and even increased its total arms
exports (see chart on page one). That the
United States can export so much so consistently is a tribute to U.S. weapons manufacturers' advanced technology, governmental support- and willingness to cater
to customers' desires.
In today's commercially driven arms
bazaar, U.S. customers demand special
price and financing packages, technology
to produce subcomponents, components,
or entire weapons systems themselves, and
ultra-high-tech weaponry- and they get it.
Spreading Weapons Around the World

Arms transfers have been a primary instrument of U.S. foreign policy since the
Nixon Doctrine, an "easy" way to win
friends and influence people. Recipient
nations are said to need U.S. arms in order
to take responsibility for legitimate selfdefehse. In reality, the U.S. uses arms exports and joint military exercises to gain
access to overseas bases and to establish
the infrastructure and interoperability necessary for U.S. intervention. Other strategic rationales include maintaining "regional
stability" and preserving the U.S. defense
industrial base, regardless of the risk that
weapons exports may undermine regional
peace and security.
Recent arms deal negotiations reveal an
increased willingness to sell top technology
regardless of the effects of proliferation:
Middle Eastern countries have been
regular U.S. customers, but low oil prices
have intensified competition for their patronage. Pentagon officials have recently
allowed introduction of Advanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air Missiles- a deadly
state-of-the-art missile system- and other
ultra-high-tech armaments to the region.
Since first agreeing to sell AMRAAMs to
Saudi Arabia and Israel in April 1998, the
Pentagon has offered:
• $3 .2 billion of arms to Egypt, including
the most advanced version of the F-16, paid
for with U.S. military aid;
• AMRAAMs and associated technolPage2

ogy to Bahrain, worth $110 million;
• $2 billion of AMRAAMs, ammunition
and bombs to complement a previous $6-8
billion F-16 fighter jet sale to the United
Arab Emirates. The U.A.E. has also demanded the computer coding for the F-16s
which would enable it to modify or replicate the jet's intelligence. If the U.A.E. gets
the source code, other buyers will be sure
to want it too.
Secretary of Defense William Cohen explained that he had to sell friendly Gulf
states whatever they requested because
otherwise they "would take it as an insult"
and seek another supplier. Meanwhile,
some in the Arab media allege that the U.S.
is "exploiting the issue of the so-called IraqIran danger" to sell more arms in the Gulf.
In Europe, Turkey, another long-time
customer, is also up for a major purchase
of U.S. equipment: they would like to buy
145 attack helicopters worth about $3.5 billion. When this deal was originally proposed, vociferous criticism by human rights
and arms control groups forced the State
Department to issue a conditional license
requiring that Turkey improve its human
rights record in order to buy U.S. models.
Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch have documented the use of U.S.supplied weapons in the commission of
political and human rights abuses, including indiscriminate attacks on Kurdish civilians. The economic incentives for approving the sale may, however, impede an honest assessment of Turkey's progress.
Meanwhile, the US is also arming
Greece, Turkey's main rival, with proposed
deals worth over $5 billion in 1998. Perhaps arming both sides equally is what is
meant by the Pentagon 's oft-used phrase,
"the proposed sale ... will not affect the
basic military balance in the region."
The Small (but Deadly) Stuff

Next to multi-million dollar missile systems, "small" arms may seem like a minor
problem, yet they are thought to be responsible for most combat-related deaths today. Massive stocks of these durable, portable weapons that were transferred to conflict zones in the 1980s are now being recirculated around southern and eastern
Africa, South Asia and Central America.
As recently as 1997, the State Department
issued licenses for small arms to such countries as Bulgaria, Colombia, El Salvador, Indonesia, Mexico, South Africa, and TurRESIST Newsletter

key, all of which are currently involved in
internal conflicts, human rights abuses, or
willful diversions to suspect third parties.
Recent small arms sales to Albania, Bosnia,
and FYR of Macedonia could come back to
haunt us sooner than we think.
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright
announced at a September 1998 United
Nations meeting that arms exporting states
"bear some responsibility" for a trade which
"fuels conflict, fortifies extremism and destabilizes entire regions" in Africa and
worldwide. So far, however, the U.S. administration has taken few concrete actions
to live up to this responsibility.
Military Training and Assistance

U.S. provision of training and equipment
to foreign militaries has long been a cause
for concern to human rights and peace activists. Last year, the Department of Defense (DOD) trained over 7,000 members
of 120 foreign militaries, at a cost of $50
million, as part of its "International Military Education and Training" (IMET) program. Some past graduates of the "School
of the Americas," a Spanish-language traincontinued on page three
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continued from page two

ing center run by the U.S. military, have
gone on to commit notorious human rights
crimes. Yet these better known training programs are just the tip of the iceberg.
Hundreds of millions of dollars are allocated each year to the DOD and State Department for forei gn militaries under
countemarcotics and "special operations"
training programs. Colombia and Mexico,
two leading recipients, have received millions of dollars worth of training and equipment to help fight the "drug war. "
President Clinton made history this year
when he apologized for the U.S. role in training and arming Guatemalan troops who
committed acts of genocide against the indi genous population. "The United States
must not repeat that mistake," he warned.
Yet his administration seems reluctant to
take his advice seriously. After Congress
in 1992 banned provision ofIMET to Indonesia due to human rights abuses in East
Timar and elsewhere, the DOD evaded
Congressional mandate by conducting
"joint exercises" between U.S. and Indonesian military forces.
Your Tax Dollars at Work
U.S. weapons and training could not have
made it so far around the world without the
help ofU.S. taxpayers. U.S major weapons
systems occupy the "top end" of the global arms market, and many poorer countries cannot afford U.S. weapons outright.
For those unable or unwilling to purchase U.S. arms directly, there are a variety
of options. In its FY2000 budget request,
the Clinton administration asked for $6.5
billion in military aid, including: $3 .4 to underwrite foreign purchases of U.S . arms;
$2.4 billion in "security assistance," such
as arming Iraqi opposition groups; $295
million for counternarcotics training and
equipment; and $52 million for IMET. Taxpayer subsidized loans and surplus U.S.
military equipment are also readily available.
Economic Benefits ... And Costs
In the post-Cold War era, U.S. arms
manufacturers appeal to more overtly commercial motives for subsidies, export promotion, and military assistance. Arms sales
are promoted as a way to cut down on U.S.
military costs. John Douglass, president
of the Aerospace Industries Association,
testified that "increasingly, the Department
of Defense looks to our [ .. .] foreign sales
Vo l. 8, #4

Weapons like those shown during the Armed Forces Day parade can be found in
countries around the globe. Photo by Cindy Reiman/IMPACT VISUALS

of military equipment to keep crucial defense lines open and reduce unit costs to
the military."
Military assistance and training, in turn,
bring economic benefits to arms makers.
As then-Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs Alexander Watson
explained to Congress candidly, "[training
programs] bring certain economic benefits
as well ; they give Latin and Caribbean officials experience using American hardware,
and thus can influence their future procurement decisions." And whenever Congress
threatens to veto a particularly objectionable arms sale, industry representatives are
quick to argue that refusal to export weapons will cost American defense jobs.
The Clinton administration has clearly
taken this logic to heart, and does what it
can to promote U.S. arms sales. Arms exporters have been pressing for reform of
the government's export control system,
complaining about the length of time an
arms sale takes to make it through the requisite layers of bureaucracy and Congressional oversight. The DOD has responded
with elaborate plans to streamline and
speed up the arms sale process- it even
proposed that weapons be promoted on
the internet in a planned "Electronic Mall."
Yet the rationales of the defense lobby
don't take the full costs of exporting weapons and assistance into account. According to William Hartung's report Welfare for
Weapons Dealers: the Hidden Costs ofthe
RESIST Newsletter

Arms Trade , the American public spent an
estimated $7.6 billion to promote and finance weapons exports in 1995 alone. Taxpayers underwrite the research and development of weapons and employ a Pentagon sales force of several thousand people
here and abroad.
"Offsets," the trade concessions required by foreign buyers as conditions of
sale in today's competitive arms market,
significantly reduce the supposed trade
and jobs benefits of arms exporting. A recent Commerce Deptartment report found
that between 1993 and 1996, U.S. defense
companies entered into offset agreements
valued at $15 .1 billion in support of $29 .1
billion worth of defense contracts. In other
words, for every dollar a U.S. company received from an arms sale associated with
offsets, it returned 52 cents worth of offset
obligations to the purchasing country.
Offsets may include agreements that will
eventually increase competition in the defense market by granting licenses to recipient countries to produce parts or entire
weapons systems. For instance, both
Greece and Turkey would like to develop
an indigenous capacity to build sophisticated weaponry. Taking advantage of the
tight arms market, they demand up to I 00%
in returned investment on major arms deals,
often in the forms of co-production deals.
Lockheed Martin already produces many
F-16 fighter jets in Turkey, and Boeing has
continued on page four
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signed a Memorandum of Understanding
with Greece covering the "future production" of F-15s and "new production and
maintenance capabilities." This practice not
only exports U.S. jobs abroad, but will also
result in even greater global surplus weapons production.
Finally, everyone ultimately pays a
higher DOD bill because of exports. Weapons proliferation, instability and warfare in
the developing world are used to justify
Pentagon budget requests. The development and production of next-generation
U.S. weapons are rationalized by DOD officials as necessary to keep up with the hightech weapons now being shipped to developing countries.
Who's Taking Responsibility?
The practice of treating lethal goods as
just another product to be promoted and
sold is problematic on a more fundamental
level. While the United States is very concerned about its responsibility to prevent
nuclear proliferation, there is no corresponding acknowledgment of the danger
of filling the world up with conventional
weaponry, even when, as in the case of
Iraq or Somalia, U.S supplied arms later
"boomerang" back to hit American troops.
Arms manufacturers take refuge in the
amorality of the bottom line-they will sell
whatever foreign countries are willing to
buy. They don't need to worry about the
global effects of their products, they claim,
because the U.S. government screens to
prevent sales that would contribute to proliferation or could fall into the wrong hands.
The administration, in tum, washes its
hands of responsibility for evaluating the
overall effects of arms sales. As Defense
Secretary Cohen said during a recent arms
sales promotion tour in the Gulf, "to the
extent that each country feels they need to
have measures to protect its population and
its military, then certainly we are in a position to, and are eager to, provide whatever
equipment that we can."
Both the arms industry and the Clinton
administration are reluctant to impose additional controls on U.S. arms exports or
military assistance. Someone will be sure
to sell to those who wish to buy, reasons
the defense lobby, and unilateral controls
would be "damaging [to] our industry,
while seldom preventing the buyer from
obtaining the desired technology or comPage 4

modity." Despite the uniquely dominant
U.S. role in the arms market, they claim, we
still cannot risk losing market share over
mere principles.
Campaigning for a Code of Conduct
An "Arms Sales Code of Conduct" is a
solution championed by a coalition of arms
control, religious, and human rights organizations. Associated with Nobel Peace
Prize Laureate Oscar Arias' international
code of c.o nduct campaign, it was introduced in the U.S. Congress by Representatives Cynthia McKinney and Dana
Rohrabacher. The Code would prohibit
arms exports to any government that does
not meet the criteria set out in the law unless the President exempts a country and
Congress does not overturn the waiver. In
order to be eligible for U.S. weapons or
military assistance, countries would need
to meet the following criteria: democratic
government; respect for human rights of
citizens; non-aggression (against other
states); and full participation in the U.N.
Register of Conventional Arms.
The Code's criteria are all primary foreign policy tenets given lip service by past
and present administrations. Nevertheless,
an estimated 84% of U.S. arms transfers
during 1991-95 went to states which did
not meet the Code's criteria, according to
analysis by Demilitarization for Democracy.
The Code of Conduct would not necessarily prevent any given sale, but it would
require the administration to publicly acknowledge instances in which it decided
that closing an arms deal was more important than democratic principles. The burden of proof would shift toward those who
wished to export.
The Code of Conduct's greatest success to date came on June 10, 1997, when
the House of Representatives unanimously passed the Code as an amendment
to the State Department Authorization Act.
It was_ subsequently killed in conference
committee.
Late in the summer of 1998, Representative Sam Gejdenson introduced a "multilateral code of conduct" which imitated
parts of the McKinney/Rohrabacher bill.
Code of Conduct supporters dubbed this
rival proposal the "faux Code," as it did
nothing to alter current U.S. exports or military aid. Pro-Code advocates feared that
Gejdenson 's code would fulfill the arms
industry lobby's stated desire to
RESIST Newsletter

"euthanize the Code." Letters from Oscar
Arias, McKinney, and grassroots activists
kept this from reaching a vote in Congress.
This year, McKinney and Gejdenson
agreed on the introduction of a compromise bill that would require additional transparency of the human rights and democracy records of countries receiving U .S.
arms exports and assistance. McKinney will
still introduce her more substantial Code
of Conduct later this year.
The vast majority of the general public
supports a U.S. Code of Conduct, but passively. The major players- the military, the
Clinton administration, the defense lobbyare not going to reverse current export
policy any time soon. Clearly, no major
progress will be made on the issue oflimiting the global arms trade without significant new grassroots pressure.

NOTES:
1

Unless otherwise noted, arms export
statistics come from World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers 1997, US Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, December 1998, online at www.acda.gov /
wmeat97 /wmeat97 .htm. There are several
annual sources of information about the
international arms trade, each measuring
something slightly different. The ACDA
report doesn't have the most recent yearly
information, but it does include an estimate
ofindustry-to-government direct commercial sales (DCS}-for tens of billions of
dollars of licenses are issued but actual
final sales are uncertain.
2
Foreign Military Sales Facts, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, various
years.
3
Based on a list of major armed conflicts in 1997 from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 1998 Yearbook.

Anna Rich is a research assistant at the
Arms Sales Monitoring Project of the
Federation of American Scientists in
Washington, DC. Material for this
article is drawn from The Arms Trade
Revealed: a Guide for Investigators and
Activists, by Lora Lumpe and Jeff

Donarski, recently published by the
Federation of American Scientists.
Copies are available for $12 byemailing Anna at arich@fas.org or calling
202-675-1016.
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U.S. Military Takes Education Hostage
Pentagon Seeks to Link Federal Student Aid and Military Recruitment
RICK JAHNKOW
It used to be understood in this country that the key to securing and protecting
our democratic rights was to exercise strict
control over the military. One of the prerequisites for this control has always been
maintaining a strong, protective buffer between civilian society and the armed forces.
Clearly, this buffer has been eroded over
the years, and now very few components
of our society---especially government and
the economy- have escaped the powerful
influence of militarism.
One key institution that is currently
under intense attack from the military is
public education. This assault is not being
accomplished using tanks and helicopter
gun ships-though bringing them to campuses is, in fact, one of the Pentagon's
goals-but rather by using the weapons
of economic coercion and legal threats. It
reflects a developing trend that could have
broad, long-lasting implications for social
change work but, unfortunately, has received relatively little attention from even
some peace organizations that have traditionally concerned themselves with such
issues (see resource listing on page seven
for some of the exceptions).
The Erosion of Educational Autonomy

Ten years ago, colleges and universities were able to set their own policies on
accepting ROTC units or granting armed
forces recruiters access to campus facilities and students, and a number of schools
exercised their right to restrict or prohibit
the military's campus presence. Also, in
most states college students who resisted
draft registration by not signing up with
the Selective Service System could still
apply for and obtain state and locally
funded financial aid (federal student aid
has been unavailable to them since 1983).
In the last few years, this ability of educational institutions to assert their independence from the military has been severely curtailed. Former-Representative
Gerald Solomon, a conservative Republican from New York who recently left Congress, led the attack by introducing federal
Vol. 8, #4

the departments of
Defense, Transportation, Labor,
Health and Human
Services, Education, and Related
Agencies. This
loss of federal support can be triggered by any
school policy or
practice (regardless of implementation date) which
either prohibits, or
A soldier helps youngsters explore the TOW-2 weapon system as
in effect, prevents,
part of "Operation Handshake" to expose youth to the military.
military
recruitPhoto by Jeffy D. Scott/IMPACT VISUALS
ment representatives from obtaining entry to campuses,
legislation which compels schools to coaccess to students on campuses or access
operate with Selective Service and punishes
to directory information on students, or
campuses when they refuse to cooperate
which prevents the establishment and efwith ROTC and military recruiters. Proposfective operation of a senior ROTC unit.
als modeled after his legislation have also
Campuses with a "long-standing policy of
been introduced and passed in some states,
pacifism based on historical religious afincluding laws which make draft registrafiliation" are still allowed to exclude milition resisters ineligible for state civil sertary recruiters, if they wish, but the numvice jobs, state student aid and, in some
ber of qualifying institutions is very small.
cases, admission to state colleges and uniThis change in law came about, in part,
versities.
because a growing number of schools had
From a practical standpoint, the state
adopted campus policies against discrimilaws are an act of overkill, since the threatnation based on sexual orientation. In line
ened loss of just the federal funds is alwith these policies, campuses asserted their
ready enough to force the vast majority of
right to refuse to allow homophobic orgastudents and schools to comply. The true
nizations access to school facilities; and
significance of the state laws is to estabsince the Pentagon is the largest employer
lish a higher status for the military on a
that fires people solely for being lesbian,
local level by conveying to young people
gay or bi-sexual, many of the schools dethat deference must be paid to the armed
cided to ban armed forces recruiters and
forces, and failure to concede this point
military programs like ROTC.
will result in punishment-in this case,
After the passage of Solomon's legislaadditional economic hardship for schools
tion, these schools faced the loss of sigand students.
nificant, irreplaceable funds. Most, if not
As a result of Solomon's most recent
all, succumbed to the economic coercion
efforts, post-secondary schools now stand
and have been forced to accept violations
to lose substantial funds if they try to reof their nondiscrimination policies: ROTC
strict the military's campus presence. Uncannot be banned, recruiters must be guarder provisions of the National Defense
anteed access to the physical campus, and
Authorization Act of 1995, National Derecruiters must be able to obtain directofense Authorization Act for 1996, and the
ries of students names, addresses and
Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act
phone numbers. (A few narrow exceptions
of 1997, schools can lose funds-including some funds used for student aid-from
continued on page six
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continued from page five

are allowed, but they generally will not significantly limit the military's access to campuses and students.)

First Colleges, Now Grade Schools
Given the success oflegislation forcing
post-secondary schools to accept military
training programs and recruiters, and the
growing willingness of state legislators to
pass parallel laws, it should not be surprising that the Pentagon and its supporters
are now aiming their sights at grade
schools. In March, military recruiters testifying before a House Armed Services Committee military personnel subcommittee
complained that their efforts are being hampered by parents and teachers who view
the armed forces as a " last option" for students who can ' t get into college or find
good jobs. One recruiter said, "We have
parents out there that forget what made
America America. We have a lot of walls to
break down. "
One of the walls they want to break
down is the right of citizens to protect their
schools and homes from unwanted intrusions by the military. Air Force Sgt. Robert
Austin, an Oklahoma City recruiter, complained that high schools will often give
lists of students names to college representatives but not the armed forces. And
he noted that individual school districts
and principals can decide whether recruiters can go on campus. "I think that if they're
federally funded, they shouldn't be able to
tell us we can't come into the schools,"
said Austin.
At the time of the testimony, no members of the House Armed Services Committee subcommittee indicated whether
they would introduce a law mandating military access to high schools, but the ranking Democrat, Rep. Neil Abercrombie of
Hawaii, said, "I think that's a good idea."
In fact, such a law was once introduced
unsuccessfully by Solomon, and there have
been similar attempts at the state level.
When several California school districts
banned recruiter access to student lists
during the Persian Gulf War, a reactionary
bill almost made it through the legislature
which would have mandated military access to high school campuses and student
directory information. At the last minute, it
was amended to become only a statement
of legislative intent without the force of
law. At least one state, Ohio, succeeded in
Page 6

passing a law which prevents high schools
from limiting recruiter access to student
addresses.
Even without a federal law mandating
high school access, the Pentagon has significantly expanded its presence in schools.
More recruiters are now invading both secondary and lower grade schools, where
they give youths the false impression that
the military is their best hope for obtaining
the training and college financial aid that
will later give them a chance at economic
security. The view students have of viable
civilian alternatives is being obliterated by
the overwhelming marketing resources being employed by the armed forces . In many
cases recruiters are being received with
open arms by school counselors and vocational advisors who feel unable to deal
with the problems facing today's young
people- problems which, ironically, are
exacerbated by the huge diversion of national resources to the military.
Another recruiting device, the Junior
Reserve Officers' Corps program, actually
puts the Pentagon in a position to directly
rob schools oflocal educational funds. The
military tricks a growing number of school
officials into accepting this curriculum by
leading them to believe that JROTC is a
cost-effective way to offer students a beneficial elective. The federal government
shares in the cost of JROTC, but in actuality, schools wind up paying more than they
would for a regular academic class, and
they are essentially subsidizing military
training and indoctrination.
Grassroots opposition to the military's
invasion of public education has produced
some important victories by community and
student organizations. Court rulings have
upheld the right of counter-recruitment
activists to have equal access to schools,
JROTC has been defeated in a few communities, and some educational institutions
have been persuaded to adopt policies
which limit or restrict armed forces activities on campuses. However, some of these
victories- especially at the college levelhave recently been reversed by the new
legislation, and others are being threatened
with talk about making military access mandatory at high schools.

Implications for Social Change Activism
The military establishment understands
the key role that schools play in the shaping of people's values and attitudes, and
RESIST Newsletter

they know that the deeper they penetrate
into education, the greater their influence
will be on society as a whole. Their goal is
not just to attract enlistees; it is also to
strengthen the position of the armed forces,
in general, by teaching military values to a
larger segment of the population and affecting people's worldview. If allowed to
continue, the result will be a more conservative political climate and, in the long term,
a breakdown in the protective barriers that
prevent further military encroachment on
civilian rule.
All of this underscores the importance
of grassroots efforts to challenge the economic coercion and other legislative attempts to impose military recruiters and
programs like JROTC and ROTC on our
schools. Organzing against military intrusion is a way to resist a trend which, if
allowed to continue unchecked, will affect
a wide range of issues in future years.
When it comes to subjects like economic
justice, health care, women's reproductive
rights, racial equality, the environment and
other concerns of progressives, social
change activists will have much more difficulty organizing when more young people
have been persuaded that (in the words of
one JROTC textbook) "the same qualities
that make a good leader in the military services are equally helpful to the civilian
leader," and being a good citizen means
loyalty and obedience to leaders, "whether
or not you agree with them." Militarism instills a conservative attitude toward life that
children then carry into the community.
It is crucial that more social change activists realize the stake we all share in this
issue. If we are to stop the trend toward
greater militarization of society-and, by
implication, the drift toward greater conservatism- more groups and individuals
will need to join the effort to resist the
military's encroachment on our civilian educational system. It's an immediate problem
that we cannot afford to ignore if we hope
to advance the cause of progressive social
change in the future.

Rick Jahnkow is active in the Committee
Opposed to Militarism and the Draft and
the Project on Youth and Non-Military
Opportunities (Project YANO), both of
which are based in San Diego, California
and have received grants from Resist. For
information, contact Project YANO, PO
Box 230157, Encinitas, CA 92023.
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Resources for Activists
In response to the conflict in the
Balkans, Resist offers two pieces for activists on this page: a few resources and a
reminder about Resist's Emergency Grants
Program. Also following are resources related to weapons trade and youth anti-military organizing. Some groups may be listed
in more than category.

Balkan Conflict
American Friends Service Committee,
1501 Cherry St., Philadelphia, PA 19102;
(215) 241-7176.
Global Beat: Balkan Conflicts Links,
www.nyu.edu/globalbeat. Resources for
journalists and others related to war, peace
and the media.
Human Rights Watch, 1630 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 54, Washington,
DC, 20009; (202) 612-4321
International Action Center, 39 West
14th Street #206, New York, NY 10011;
(212)633-6646; www.iacenter.org.
MADRE, 121 West 27th Street#301, New
York, NY 10001; (212)627-0444; www.
MADRE.org. Works for international
women's rights.
War Resisters League, 339 Lafayette St.,
New York, NY 10012; (212) 228-0450;
www.nonviolence.org/wrl.

Arms Trade
British-American Security Information
Council (BASIC)-1900 L Street, NW, Suite
401 , Washington, DC, 20036; (202) 7851266; www.basicint.org. Focuses on multilateral arms export control initiatives.
Center for Defense Information- 1779
Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washington,
DC, 20005; (202) 332-0600; www.cdi.org.
CDI has a conventional arms transfer
project and produces "America's Defense
Monitor," a public television program on
arms production/export issues.
Council for a Livable World Education
Fund-110 Maryland Avenue, NE, Suite 201,
Washington, DC, 20002; (202) 546-0962;
www.clw.org/pub/clw/cat.catmain.html.
Publishes the monthly Arms Trade News.
Federation of American Scientists' Arms
Sales Monitoring Project, 307 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, Washington, DC, 20002,
Vol. 8, #4

(202) 546-3300, www.fas.org/asmp. Publishes the Arms Sales Monitor and The
Arms Trade Revealed: a Guide for Investigators and Activists.
Human Rights Watch-The Arms Project,
1630 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 54,
Washington, DC, 20009; (202) 612-4321;
www.hrw.org/about/projects/arrns.html. F ocuses on arms transfers to human rights
abusing regimes.
The Latin American Working Group, in
conjunction with the Center for International Policy, publishes information on military assistance and training to Latin
America at www.ciponline.org/facts/.
Mother Jones' U.S. Arms Sales Action
Atlas, http:/ /motherjones.com/arms/
index.html, has information about U.S. arms
recipients and the arms trade lobby.
Peace Action Education Fund, 1819 H
Street, NW, Suite 425, Washington, DC,
20006; (202) 862-9740, ext. 3004;
www.webcom.com/peaceact/. Assists citizens in lobbying and bringing local attention to arms production and trade issues.
World Policy Institute, 65 Fifth Avenue,
Suite 413, NewYork,NY, 10003; (212) 2295808. Publishes material on the arms trade
and militarism.

Youth/Anti-Militarism
American Friends Service Committee
Youth & Militarism Program, 1501 Cherry
St., Philadelphia, PA 19102; (215) 241-7176;
www.afsc.org/youthmil.htm.
Central Committee for Conscientious
Objectors, 630 20th St., #302, Oakland, CA
94612; (510) 465-1617; CCCO East, 1515
Cherry St., Philadelphia, PA 19102, (215)
241-7196; www.libertynet.org/-ccco.
Center on Conscience and War, c/o
NISBCO, 1830 Connecticut Ave., NW,
Washington, DC 20009; (202) 483-2220;
www.nisbco.org.
Committee Opposed to Militarism and
the Draft (COMD), P.O. Box 15195, San Diego, CA 92175; (619) 265-1369.
Project on Youth and Non-Military Opportunities (Project YANO), P.O. Box
230157, Encinitas, CA 92023; (760) 753-7518.
War Resisters League, 339 Lafayette
Strret, New York, NY 10012(212)228-0450;
www.nonviolence.org/wrl.
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Resist's
Emergency
Grants Program
• Experiencing an unexpected
political crisis?
• Need to respond immediately to a
political emergency?
• Has your groups office been the
victim of a disaster or theft?
RESIST offers Emergency Grants
ofup to $300 on an "as-needed" basis. These funds are designated to
help groups respond quickly to unexpected organizing needs arising
from a political crisis. These grants
are not intended to provide a safety
net for groups that did not plan adequately for their financial needs or
those who missed the regular funding deadline.To find out more about
Resist's emergency grants, visit our
web site: <www.resistinc.org> or call
the office (617)623-5110.

Examples of Emergency Grants
South Carolina Burned Church Restoration Committee (Columbia,
SC) to defray the printing and
copying costs involved in organizing a March Against Racism.
Emergency Committee Against the
War in Iraq (Cambridge, MA) to
support a series of actions to oppose any military action against
Iraq and to advocate for an end
to the economic embargo against
the Iraqi people.
Lambda Community Center (Ft.
Collins, CO) to defray expenses
to organize the local community
to attend Mathew Shepard's funeral in order to stand in solidarity with his family and to oppose
the presence of homophobic protesters.
Texas Alliance for Human Needs
(Austin, TX) to replace equipment stolen in a recent break-in at
the offices of organization which
seeks to combat poverty and racism in Texas.
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Resist awards grants six times a year to
groups throughout the United States engaged in activism for social and economic
justice. In this issue of the Newsletter we
list a few grant recipients from our April
allocation cycle. For more information, contact the groups at the addresses below.

Arkansas Broadcasting
Foundation
2101 South Main Street #200
Little Rock, AR 72206; kabj@igc.org
The Arkansas Broadcasting Foundation
was founded in 1978 to provide a voice,
through radio, to low- and moderateincome people. KABF 88.3 FM went on
the air in 1984 with a signal powerful
enough to reach throughout most of
Arkansas and across the borders into
some surrounding states. The station
disseminates vital information and viewpoints that are ignored or suppressed by
the profit-oriented media, as well as audio
art. KABF currently has more than 80
on-air volunteers primarily from the lowincome community.
A Resist grant of$2,000 will provide
funding to train members of the Arkansas
Welfare Reform Education and Policy
Project in the use of the electronic media

in order to convey their message more
effectively over media outlets.

Summer Activist
Training Project

P 0. Box 14482
Knoxville, TN 37914; www.korrnet.org/cpr

In 1993, four community-based groups
including the National Coalition for Redress/Reparations, Philippino Workers
Center, Thai Community Development
Center, and the Korean Immigrant Workers Advocates founded the Summer
Activist Training Project. The SAT program seeks to develop vehicles of political power for low-income Asian immigrants. SAT was founded upon the
belief that Asian Pacific Islander youth
can play the pivotal role to empower and
organize low-income API immigrants to
challenge corporate power and impact
public policy. Recognizing that many
API students become leaders in the community, each June SAT trains 15 youths
on political and grassroots community
organizing to provide them with a better
understanding of the issues and strategies needed to develop long term solutions that address the root causes of

Citizens for Police Review (CPR) started
in 1997 when a group oflocal residents
began meeting with the NAACP to call
for a police review board after the death
of several African Americans in police
custody. After considerable community
pressure, the mayor of Knoxville eventually set up a Police Advisory and Review
Commission. However, CPR members felt
that the powers of the Commission were
insufficient to carry out its goals. CPR
continues its plan to hold the Knoxville
Police Department accountable to marginalized people by building a broad-based
community coalition committed to the
support of leadership coming from communities which are adversely affected.
A $2,000 Resist grant will provide
general support for CPR as it which seeks
to hold police accountable for their
actions in response to a range of actions
constituting police misconduct.

Join the Resist Pledge Program

•

By becoming a pledge, you help
guarantee Resist a fixed and dependable
source of income on which we can build
our grant-making program.
In return, we will send you a monthly
pledge letter and reminder along with
your newsletter. We will keep you
up-to-date on the groups we have
funded and the other work being
done at Resist.
So take the plunge and become a Resist
Pledge! We count on you, and the
groups we fund count on us.

Yes/ I'll become a
RESIST Pledge.
I'll send you my pledge of$_ _
every month/two months/
quarter/six months (circle one).
[ ] Enclosed is an initial pledge
contribution of $___ .
[ ] I can't join the pledge program
now, but here's a contribution of
$___ to support your work.
Name __________
Address _ _ _ _ _ _ __
City/State/Zip _ _ _ _ __
Phone

----------

Donations to Resist are tax-deductible.
Resist • 259 Elm Street • Suite 201 • Somerville • MA • 02144

•
•
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Citizens for Police Review

3465 West 8th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90005,·
scatwillow@eudoramail.com

................................ ...........
We'd like you to consider
becoming a Resist Pledge.
Pledges account for over
30% of our income.

social and economic injustice.
A $2,000 grant from Resist will fund
two eight-week social and economic
justice internships affiliated with SAT.

RESIST Newsletter

Salwian Grants
For many years, Resist has awarded
grants from the Freda Friedman Salzman
Memorial Fund in honor of a long time
radical activist. Last year, four groups
received funding in Freda's name:
Community Alliance of Tenants (Portland, OR)
ADAPT of Texas (Austin, TX)
Black Workers for Justice (Rocky
Mount,NC)
Hard Hat Construction Magazine (San
Francisco, CA)

Cohen Grant
Additionally, one grant was awarded
in the memory of Arthur Raymond
Cohen to Tonantzin: Boston Committee
to Support the Native Peoples of Mexico
(Somerville, MA) .
May 1999

